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In the Matter of

COMMENTS OF ARCH COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.

Arch Communications Group, Inc. ("Arch")) hereby files these Comments

in response to certain Petitions for Reconsideration filed in connection with the Second

Report and Order and Memorandum Opinion and Order issued in the captioned

proceeding.2 These Comments address arguments raised by various parties regarding

recurring charges associated with numbers and NXX code relief.

On the issue of recurring charges, BellSouth requests clarification that the

Commission's policy regarding code opening fees does not preclude the recovery of

"ongoing costs" incurred by LECs for "ongoing maintenance of numbering information."~

Arch does not quarrel with BellSouth's position as a general matter, but with the

following caveats. First, in the context of Type 2 interconnection, the numbers assigned

Arch provides paging service to approximately 3 million units in 38 states.
Arch's operations include both common carrier and private paging systems; local,
regional and nationwide paging systems; nationwide narrowband PCS operations
through its investment in PCS Development Corp., and regional narrowband PCS
operations through its investment in Benbow PCS Ventures, Inc.

FCC 96-333 (released Aug. 8, 1996) ("Second Report").

Petition of BellSouth at 9.
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reside in the switch of the requesting carrier, not the LEC's switch. As such, there are no

numbers for the LEC to maintain. LECs therefore incur flO recurring costs in this

connection, and the assessment by LEes of any monthly fees for maintenance of numhers

in a Type 2 interconnection environment would be entirely inappropriate.

Numbers associated with Type 1 interconnection present a somewhat different

story since these numbers do reside in the LEC's switch. A recurring charge in

connection with the "maintenance" of these numbers would be acceptable, but the fee

assessed must be cost-based. In this regard, Type I numbers, once inputted into the

software, should require little, if any, maintenance, and the costs associated with ongoing

upkeep should be de minimis, and in no event greater than a few cents per block of 100

numbers. This, unfortunately, is often not the case - many LECs continue to assess

exorbitant rates for the monthly "maintenance" of numbers. A case in point is Rochester

Telephone Corp. As reflected in Attachment A hereto, Rochester Telephone charges

$12.36 for a block of 100 numbers. An entirely separate charge is assessed for the DID

facility. When Arch objected to this practice, Rochester responded as follows:

We acknowledge your letter of October 25, 1996. As your
letter notes, Paragraph 333 of the FCC's Second Report and
Order prohibits only charges "solely" for the use of
numbers. Our charges are not solely for the use of
numbers. The charge to which you object is one rate
element of a charge for a DID facility. The charge is for the
facility, not for the numbers, although it is based on the
quantity of numbers used as a proxy for the cost of the
facility. If you did not use the DID facilities, there would
be no charge for numbers.4

4 See Attachment B hereto.
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Rochester's circumlocution notwithstanding, the fact is that Rochester charges S12.36

solely for the use of numbers in addition to the separate fee for the DID facility. Other

LECs charge even more than Rochester for ongoing maintenance of numbers." Arch

urges the Commission to reconfirm that any recurring charges that are not cost-based will

not be tolerated if brought to the Commission's attention.

Finally, Arch concurs with the views expressed by Paging Network, Inc.

("PageNet") and AirTouch Paging/Powerpage regarding problems associated with NXX

code assignments. In particular, PageNet is correct in its assessment that NXX code

shortages created by relief plan implementation delays cause disproportionately more

harm to wireless carriers than wireless companies (because wireless carriers typically

have much higher NXX code fill factors than their wireline counterparts), and that

overlays are the preferred relief alternative in rapidly growing metropolitan areas of the

country.6 Arch also agrees with the assertions of AirTouch/Powerpage that the

Commission should reconsider its decision not to prohibit the Texas PUC from

implementing the wireless-only take-back. 7 As AirTouchIPowerpage note, the proposed

Texas PUC take-back of numbers (I) imposes a greater burden on wireless carriers in

connection with implementation of a geographic split; and (2) is not technology neutral as

required by the Commission's policies. Arch also urges the Commission to take note of

Frontier Communication of Iowa, for example, charges Arch $163.70 per block of
100 numbers. See also Arch's earlier filed Comments in this proceeding wherein
Arch documents LEC charges for ongoing maintenance of numbers.

6

7

See Petition of PageNet at 2-4.

See Petition of AirTouchIPowerpage at 15-20.
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AirTouchIPowerpage's argument regarding the disproportionate burden on CMRS

carriers that will result if Type 2 numbers must be changed in situations where there is a

geographic split.R

Respectfully submitted,

P ul H. Kuzia
Vice President, Engineering a egulatory Affairs
Arch Communications Group, Inc.
1800 West Park Drive, Suite 350
Westborough, PA 01581
(508) 870-6600

November 20,1996

See id. at 17, nA1.
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C·.ltRochesterTelephone Corp.
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July 23. 1996

Mr. J>esmil M. Doyle
Alch CommuniCll1onl Group, lac
1800 WutPirk Drive. SulUl 3SO
We&tbaroqh. MulachUletta 01581·3912

I>eatMlkc:

Rochc5tcr Telephone is pleued to offer you the following pricinl for OlD JUllDbor lIOupa·

eom.ltted TenD nilcouat PucIllo. DllcaMcd Moatlaiy
.... perlOODm
......enGroup

$12.36

ThlJ cI1.:ouDtiDJ i$ continJeot upon l1WDtC11lDCC ofat lout 90% of tbo carRlDt 1ewl of 100 Dm Number
GrouP' over the entire term of the COnlllCt. Currently, our reoordIlDdlcate the combined acc:ounts of
Arch Capital and Pap NY coDwn I 100 oro Number Gmupl.

Addi\ional1)'. 1haw CDJl\&eted our RlU!atoty group and have liked to have oar polley for 100 DID
Number Groupa for pa8iDI companies JeYicwcc1. 1will keep you..... on any cbaqu in \his reprd.
In 1h& interim., Ieoc;ourage )'0\1 \0 tab advantage of any t)UC of 'h. pridDllU1JCtUlllS outlined above. We
value Mh CommunlcauODl Qroup I. a custoSMr ancllook forward to coDtiD.vins OUJ lOla\ionship.

Ple.ue contact me on 7J6-777·7U4 with aDj' questions or corn.'eI11I)'uu have io cb11 mauer. Thank you.

cc; D. Te1lltOne
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• RochesterTelephone Corp.
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Deal )ISs. Dolt';
W.IC8oW....your ...ofOctDMrlS.19~.My.-..............."'ofdllPCC'.
&ecaad'.IIpon IDd order JII'hIb1" caly chirp "SOlelY' tor.._ of1lU1IIIIrI. Oar cbufaare DOl
II1Il1tortU _ of 'nit oUt...wldcIl,wWjlOl k __"C"\qt," fDr' DB>
Wi",. ,...c IItn dII tdUty. DOt lbr dlllIII1IIbIrI. ...... lC It....u.....lJaf DWIIbcrs
_ ••,-y tor daB COlt at till tAcWl)', It)'Otl did_,..J)IJ) faI:IIItiII, dIIre wauId be..ciIIrp
.......111..
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..... It.._ Ablrpltor faI=I1tU•• To."II 1IdI_oftbl
__cI_ DID Iaril'IIu '*klea__ ~.Il)'c:am .,.pedocI....... 1916
ordet..1IaId.
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8en'tat c..illion, 'ftoIe..._ certUly ftOt Subjel:llO)W-......s -.o!lIlIlt rem. or
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I, Joy Griffiths, hereby certify that copies of the foregoing Comments in Response

to Petitions for Reconsideration were served this 20th day ofNovember, 1996, by first-class

postage prepaid to the following:

AirTouch PagingIPowerpage
c/o Carl Northrop, Esq.
Paul Hastings Janofsky & Walker
1299 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., 10th Floor
Washington, DC 20004

BellSouth Corporation
c/o M. Robert Sutherland, Esq.
Rebecca M. Loug, Esq.
Theodore R. Kinglsey, Esq.
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E., Suite 1700
Atlanta, GA 30309-3610

Paging Network, Inc.
c/o Judith St. Ledger-Roty, Esq.
Reed Smith Shaw & McClay
Suite 1100
1301 K Street, N.W., East Tower
Washington, DC 20005-3317


